Several decades ago, a British television series entitled *The Expert* was one of the first to offer forensic medicine as a suitable subject for popular entertainment. Nowadays, autopsies are prime-time viewing on several channels, together with detective dramas where the forensic 'expert's' judgement is rarely questioned. This collection of essays is a useful corrective to one-sided interpretations of the ever-changing relations between medicine and the law. The medical expert's role has always been problematic, and this collection considers not only the criminal law but also the growing importance of medical expertise in the civil courts, public health, and current social debates. The editors explain that their subject falls into two broad categories: attempts by medical professionals to influence legislation, particularly in regulating medical practice; and the tensions between the medical and legal professions in pursuing sometimes incompatible aims. Although its chronology runs from the late eighteenth century, with Catherine Kelly's account of the growth of government interest in medical matters, the collection is weighted towards the more modern period, with three essays on the nineteenth century and five on the twentieth. James Hanley carries forward the theme of lay participation in health policy through the complex process of by-law making before the major public health acts. Although local authorities are often seen as the problem rather than the solution, Hanley argues that by-laws laid the foundation for central legislation, and indeed made it inevitable, even though councillors usually bypassed medical views and relied on 'the common judgment of the propertied citizenry' (p. 55).

The editors note that when the medical profession was divided, the law could marginalise medical opinion, as Katherine Watson demonstrates in her essay on vitriol throwing. Under English criminal law, Ellenborough's Act (1803) included 'malicious wounding' in its title, but specified only poisons, cutting and stabbing. Vitriol burns did not feature, leading to acquittals on this technicality. The medical profession was not helpful, A.S. Taylor noting in his medico-legal textbook, that there was no consensus over the meaning of 'wound'. English legislators finally settled on an all-encompassing notion of 'grievous bodily harm' that neatly by-passed medical uncertainties. Joel Eigen's analysis of the Old Bailey Session papers reveals the changing language of medical witnesses in criminal trials involving an insanity defence, and the sometimes-testy reaction of judges to changes in medical opinion. Angus Ferguson produces even more extreme examples of a conflict between law and medicine in the early twentieth century, with the very forcible reassertion by the Lord Chancellor of the doctor's duty to give evidence in court, even if this negated professional secrecy. One example was the division between the Ministry of Health and the divorce courts: the former offering free public clinics for VD with confidentiality guaranteed, the latter demanding that clinicians disclose their patients' venereal record as evidence of infidelity. In these cases, lawyers were inevitably the winners.

The twentieth-century themes addressed by Goold, Roger Davidson, Gayle Davis and Duncan Wilson relate to questions where medicine and the law were sometimes at odds, but subject to powerful currents of public opinion; namely, *in-vitro* fertilisation, homosexuality, abortion and the use of human tissue in medical research. Davidson and Davis use Scottish examples, benefited by an easier scholarly access to sensitive case materials north of the border, and emphasise that medical 'experts' are heavily conditioned by their social background and personal beliefs. Davidson's description of the collusion between doctors and judges in attempting to 'cure' the more 'amenable' homosexual offenders of their perversion strikes with depressing force.

Collections of this kind sometimes suffer from failure to cohere around a theme, or from inequality of substance between the individual contributions. This very interesting collection does neither. The main themes are well sustained, and all essays reflect mature and well-presented research, revealing how often medicine bends to legal pressure and wider social forces.
